The European Union (EU) Member States in central and eastern Europe (CEE) witnessed a surge in outward foreign direct investment (OFDI) between 2000 and the start of the global financial crisis. This article investigates whether the European integration process altered the relative importance of host country location factors. In particular, we investigate to what extent knowledge-seeking is a relevant investment motive, which has been documented as a key determinant for OFDI from other emerging economies. We apply a discrete choice approach to model foreign location choice of firms from CEE countries (CEECs) within the EU 27 (1996)(1997)(1998)(1999)(2000)(2001)(2002)(2003)(2004)(2005)(2006)(2007)(2008)(2009)(2010). We find that the EU integration process is related with increasing importance of market access and less emphasis on labour cost advantages. We find heterogeneity in the valuation of foreign knowledge-related assets. The location probability within the EU15 is positively associated with knowledge-seeking. It also plays a role for technology-intensive industries and larger firms.
Introduction
Emerging market economies have progressively increased their foreign presence in the past few decades. The global share of outward foreign direct investment (OFDI) stocks from emerging markets rose from 4 per cent in 1980 to around 16 per cent in 2010 (UNCTAD, 2011) . Today emerging economies such as China, Russia, the Republic of Korea, Singapore, Mexico and Chile are among the top 20 investor economies (UNCTAD, 2013) . Among world regions, the EU is a prime investment destination for OFDI from emerging markets.
The growth of OFDI from central and east European countries 1 (CEECs) has been somehow slower compared to other, mainly east Asian, emerging economies. It only gathered momentum after 2000 but increased steadily until the start of the global economic crisis. In 2011, the share of CEECs in total world OFDI stocks was about a third of the Chinese OFDI stock. In absolute terms, primarily Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic contributed to rising volumes of OFDI stocks.
2 However, smaller CEECs such as Estonia and Slovenia also show increasing levels of foreign engagement when measured in OFDI stocks per capita.
A number of authors have argued that the internationalization process of firms from emerging markets is fundamentally different from that of their counterparts in developed countries (Wells, 1983; Lall, 1983; Mathews, 2002; Child and Rodrigues, 2005; Dunning, 2006; Goldstein, 2007; Ramamurti, 2012) and that their location strategies are peculiar to their countries of origin (Dunning, 1998; Rugman, 2009) . In addition to the traditional investment motives such as market access or production cost advantages, scholars have argued that knowledge-seeking OFDI motives are of importance to emerging market firms mainly from east Asian economies (Makino et al., 2002; Mathews, 2002 Mathews, , 2006 Luo and Tung, 2007; Lessard and Lucea, 2009; Luo and Rui, 2009; Rugman, 2009; Li, 2010; Kedia et al., 2012) .
Specifically, it is argued that emerging market firms lack the strength of ownership advantages such as international experience and technological, managerial and marketing competences (Mathews, 2002; Ramamurti and Singh, 2009 ). This may prompt emerging market firms to improve their technological and commercial capabilities by following a knowledge-seeking OFDI strategy to leverage knowledge resources not available at home locations (Mathews, 2006; Rugman, 2009; Li, 2010; Narula, 2012) .
So far we lack evidence as to what extent this process applies to the internationalization process of firms from CEECs. Existing evidence shows the prevalence of marketseeking investment motives (e.g. Jaklič, 2003, 2006; Sass and Kalotay, 2010) . However, it has been expected that EU accession would prompt an increase of OFDI from CEECs in EU15 countries, since firms would attempt to strengthen their local presence within the single economic area (Kalotay, 2004) .
This article contributes to existing research by investigating whether EU integration also led to an increasing importance of foreign knowledge as location determinant for OFDI from CEECs, as observed in the case of East Asian emerging economies. We analyse the location choice of a sample of firms from CEECs with foreign entries within the EU between 1995 and 2010. The research generates evidence of the extent to which OFDI has started to complement inward FDI and foreign trade, which have already been identified as important channels for technological catching-up in the CEECs' model of growth through economic integration into the EU (see Hunya, 2000; Landesmann and Stehrer, 2002; Crespo and Fontoura, 2007; Medve-Bálint, 2014) .
I. Literature Review and Conventional Framework
Existing research on OFDI from CEECs (Andreff, 2002; Boudier-Bensebaa, 2008; Radlo and Sass, 2012; Zemplinerova, 2012) refers to the model of the investment development path (IDP) (Dunning, 1981; Dunning and Narula, 1996; Narula, 1996) , which holds that economic and social transformations have a systematic relationship with the behaviour of inward and outward FDI. Drawing on Dunning's eclectic paradigm (Dunning, 1980) , the IDP model analyses how patterns in FDI respond to changes in the ownership advantages of domestic firms, the advantages of foreign firms and the location advantages of countries. In the IDP model OFDI increases as domestic firms become more competitive in comparison to foreign firms. The motivations of inward and outward FDI evolve in tandem with the development of location and ownership advantages.
Considering the dynamics of inward and outward FDI for CEECs, the first observation is that inward FDI per capita has been growing dramatically since the 1990s, significantly faster than in western European countries or than the average for developed or developing countries (Narula and Bellak, 2009; Narula and Guimón, 2010) . At the same time the growth of OFDI has been much slower given the stock of inward FDI and the level of economic development. The typical approach to model the IDP is to relate a country's net outward investment position with its level of economic development, usually measured by per capita gross national product. Andreff (2002) tested this relationship for a larger sample of transition economies in east and south-east Europe in the late 1990s and confirmed that the level and structure of GDP of home countries strongly determines the extent of OFDI. Boudier-Bensebaa (2008) also confirmed this relationship for a similarly large set of transition economies and a longer period of observation (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) . However, she also highlighted the idiosyncratic nature of the IDP, and thus the difficulty of econometrically testing its applicability on a large group of economies. The idiosyncratic nature has been linked to different socio-political and economic path dependencies as well as differences in fundamental structural economic factors (Narula and Guimón, 2010) .
The focus of our analysis is not so much on explaining the determinants of the net outward position of CEECs, but rather on the qualitative aspects of OFDI. On this issue the existing literature agrees that market-seeking constitutes the dominant investment motive (e.g. Jaklič, 2003, 2006; Sass and Kalotay, 2010) . During the 1990s OFDI aimed primarily at markets of other CEECs -often neighbouring countries at similar levels of development (Antalóczy, 2001; Varblane et al., 2001; Antalóczy and Éltetö, 2002; Radlo, 2012) . At this stage, efficiency-seeking did not play a considerable role for OFDI from CEECs either (Varblane et al., 2001; Andreff, 2002; Sass and Kalotay, 2010) .
During this early phase of internationalization the ownership advantages of CEEC firms related mainly to 'knowing how to do business' in familiar markets. Thus geographical, cultural and historical proximity enhanced their internationalization process Svetličič and Jaklič, 2003) . This could be explained by a staged internationalization process, as observed for firms in Scandinavian economies in the 1970s (Johanson and Wiedersheim-Paul, 1975; Vahlne, 1977, 1990) . Existing evidence also suggests that technological development of the home country is not a statistically significant factor explaining OFDI (Andreff, 2002) , nor is innovation judged to be the dominant source of firm-specific advantage underlying the internationalization process (Antalóczy et al., 2014) .
However, the general assumption of ownership advantages as a precondition for internationalization (as present in the IDP) has been challenged. The technological accumulation approach (Cantwell, 1989 (Cantwell, , 1995 suggests that ownership advantages can also be endogenously created by firms' strategies to invest in multiple locations. It emphasizes that firms may benefit from externalities such as knowledge spillover in foreign host country locations. Thus, firms may not only exploit but also augment technological capabilities at foreign host locations (Kuemmerle, 1999; Piscitello, 2005, 2014) .
Recent research on the foreign expansion of emerging market firms -mainly from east Asia -associated OFDI with capability-building through learning, acquiring or leveraging knowledge resources not available at home locations (Mathews, 2002; Child and Rodrigues, 2005; Luo and Tung, 2007; Lessard and Lucea, 2009; Luo and Rui, 2009; Li, 2010; Kedia et al., 2012 ). Thus, it seems possible to upgrade ownership-specific assets without the traditional ownership-location advantages in the home country by asset augmentation through internationalization (Narula, 2012) . This could be facilitated through internalization of the assets of other firms through mergers and acquisitions or internalizing the location assets of foreign locations associated with their knowledge infrastructure and clusters, as suggested by the technological accumulation approach.
We need to acknowledge that the socio-political and economic transformation of East Asian economies differs considerably from the growth model adopted in CEECs. Yet some authors have argued that OFDI from CEECs is pulled by external factors, rather than pushed by investors' home country or firm-specific advantages Svetličič and Jaklič, 2003) . This argument points to the explanatory power of macro-organizational factors linked to the EU integration process. In turn, we would expect that with EU accession, CEECs' firms not only locate more often in the EU15, but also try to leverage knowledge resources not available at home locations. This would be in line with Cantwell's (1989 Cantwell's ( , 1995 argument of the importance of technological accumulation in the internationalization process of firms. It would also signal that the European integration of CEECs has reached the stage at which technological capability at the firm level not only relies upon inward FDI and foreign trade, but is complemented by investment activities originating from the region.
II. Our Model
We follow the literature that models the location choice of foreign investors as a discrete choice problem (e.g. Devereux and Griffith, 1998; Guimarães et al., 2004; Basile et al., 2008) . In our analysis, location choice is a discrete choice problem where profitmaximizing firms choose from a set of 25 EU countries (excluding the respective home country). Given that our set of alternatives is relatively small, McFadden's (1974) proposed conditional logit model (CLM) is an appropriate estimation approach. It relies on the assumption that each location decision is a discrete choice made among different alternatives. Coefficients in CLM are estimated by maximum likelihood procedures.
Following Guimarães et al. (2004) , we assume the existence of j choices among EU countries with j = 1,….,j and N investors with i = 1,…..,N; then the profit derived by investor i by locating in country j is given by
where β is a vector of unknown parameters, z ij is a vector of observed explanatory variables and ϵ ij is a random term. Thus, the profit for the investor i of locating in country j is composed of a deterministic and a stochastic component. The investor will choose the country that will yield him the highest expected profit.
In building our model, we include a number of standard explanatory variables related to local market dynamics, labour market conditions, infrastructure and institutional aspects, as well as prior foreign involvement and geographic distance, as used in the existing empirical research on foreign firms' location choice (see for example Devereux and Griffith, 1998; Guimarães et al., 2004 , Basile et al., 2008 . However, we place particular emphasis on measuring technology-related location determinants. In our model, the expected profit derived by investor i if he locates at country j is given by the following baseline specification:
where β 1 GDP jt iÀ1 is the log gross domestic product of the host country j at t À 1 as time entry of investor i; β 2 GDPGROWTH jt iÀ1 is the annual GDP growth; β 3 RnD jt iÀ1 is the log total expenditure for R&D per inhabitant; β 4 HRSTO jt iÀ1 is the log share of human resources in science and technology occupations in total labour force; β 5 PAT jt iÀ1 is the number of total priority patent applications per 1000 inhabitants; β 6 FDIstock jt iÀ1 is the log bilateral stock of FDI in host country j and the respective home country; β 7 INFRA jt i À1 is the log share of paved roads in total roads ; β 9 DIST j is the log geographical distance between capital city of host country j and the capital city of the home country of investor i; β 9 INST j is the relative quality of legal institutions; β 10 UNEMP jt iÀ1 is the annual average unemployment rate; β 11 WAGE jt iÀ1 is the average hourly labour compensation; and β 12 TAX jt iÀ1 is the adjusted top statutory taxation rate of corporate income. Explanatory variables are measured with reference to host country j at one year preceding the entry of investor i (for a full description of variable measurement and data sources please see Annex Table A1 ).
R&D, HRSTO and patent intensities approximate location factors relevant to knowledge-seeking. Due to high correlations of these three variables, as well as with other explanatory variables, we introduce each separately into the baseline model. Then we create a standardized composite index based on all three knowledge-related variables, which we introduce as βknow jt iÀ1 and use instead in all subsequent estimations.
Our baseline model (I) assumes that the host country-specific location factors apply uniformly across location and firms. In order to account for unobserved heterogeneity we control for selected country-specific (EU15 versus EU10 locations), time-specific (pre-versus post-EU accession), sector-specific (services versus manufacturing) and firm-specific effects (direct versus indirect OFDI, large versus small firms). In a conditional logit approach such effects are estimated by introducing corresponding interaction terms. Therefore, we specify:
where β is a vector of unknown parameters, z ij the vector of the observed explanatory variables specified in estimation (II), γ a vector of unknown parameters from the interaction between the corresponding specific effect dummy i and v ij a vector that contains a linear combination of all exogenous variables as defined in specification (II) and u ij is a random term. In contrast to estimations using different sub-samples, this approach allows testing for statistically significant differences of country, industry and firm-specific effects.
III. Data and Descriptive Statistics
Existing econometric studies on OFDI from CEECs relied upon aggregate balance-ofpayment statistics, which suffer from incomplete industry data and do not offer any firm-specific information (Andreff, 2002; Kalotay, 2003 Kalotay, , 2004 . We exploit a firm-level data set drawn from the AMADEUS database that offers data on location, industry and ownership structure of foreign affiliates. Parent companies are located in Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. We define foreign ownership in the case that a parent firm directly holds a minimum of 10 per cent equity or indirectly holds a minimum of 25 per cent equity in a foreign affiliate.
Following this definition, we identify a total of 2518 foreign affiliates in the year 2012 that were established by a CEEC's parent firm worldwide. By far the majority -about 76 per cent (1,906) -of them are located within the EU27. As many as 65 per cent of the parent firms with foreign affiliates in the EU27 are domestic companies. The other 35 per cent of parent firms have one or more foreign shareholders, which in turn mainly come from countries in the EU15 (65 per cent). This group of firms located in CEECs undertakes so-called 'indirect OFDI '. 3 From the 1906 foreign affiliates located in the EU27, we identified a sample of 990 foreign affiliates that entered the EU during this paper's observation period (1996 to 2010) . No foreign affiliates were found in Cyprus or Malta. 4 In this sample, the Czech Republic (33 per cent) and Poland (30 per cent) account for by far the highest share of foreign affiliates. All other CEECs account for less than 10 per cent of foreign affiliates (Bulgaria 1.4 per cent; Estonia 7.8 per cent; Hungary 5.1 per cent, Lithuania 7.4 per cent, Latvia 4.9 per cent, Romania 1.5 per cent; Slovenia 3.1 per cent; Slovakia 6.1 per cent). About 27 per cent of all foreign affiliates of the sample can be classified as indirect OFDI.
During the observation period (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) , the number of annual total foreign entries by firms from CEECs increased continuously until the start of the financial crisis in 2008 (see Table 1 ). About 58 per cent of foreign affiliates were located in the EU10. This implies that the majority of foreign affiliates during the observation period were located in other CEECs. Slovakia (17 per cent), Poland (10 per cent), Latvia (9 per cent), the Czech Republic (6 per cent), Estonia (6 per cent) and Lithuania (5 per cent) account for the largest shares in total stock of foreign affiliates.
We observe high entry rates of firms into other EU10 countries in the period between 1996 and 2003. With EU accession the entry rates into EU15 countries start to exceed entry rates into the EU10, which led to an increased presence in EU15 countries such as Great Britain (20 per cent), Germany (11 per cent), the Netherlands (3 per cent) and Austria (3 per cent). Within the sample, 54 per cent of parent firms are in the service sector and 46 per cent in manufacturing. In turn, we find 87 per cent of foreign affiliates are in the service sector and only 13 per cent in manufacturing. This implies that the overwhelming majority of OFDI from CEECs is into foreign services, which applies also to parent firms in manufacturing. About 30 per cent of parent firms have more than 250 employees.
IV. Estimation Results
First we estimate the baseline model (I) for the full sample (see Table 2 ). Thereby, we introduce our three explanatory variables related to host countries' technological capability separately (see estimations 1-3) and subsequently estimate specification (II) using the composite index (see estimation 4). We find higher R&D intensity of host countries reduces the location probability of foreign affiliates (see estimation 1). The same applies to the coefficient for the intensity of human resources in science and technology and patent applications as well as the composite knowledge index (see estimations 2, 3 and 4). Thus, in contrast to our key hypothesis, the results would indicate that firms from CEECs tend to locate in EU27 countries that are not characterized by relatively high technological endowment.
Taking a look at the other explanatory variables (see Table 1 ), we find, in line with our expectations, that CLM results would suggest GDP, GDP growth, prior bilateral FDI stocks, the quality of infrastructure and legal institutions have a significant positive effect on location probability. Similarly, higher unemployment rates as well as labour cost advantages increase location probability. In turn, geographic distance decreases location probability. In contrast to our expectation, high statutory tax rates on corporate income do not lower location probability. 
Effects of the EU Integration Process
In the next step we introduce location and time-specific interaction terms to test for the effect of the EU integration process on the relative importance of locational determinants of OFDI from CEECs. Our interpretation focuses on any changes to the sign and significance of the composite knowledge index as key explanatory variable. First we differentiate location choice for foreign affiliates based in EU15 versus EU10 countries (see Table 3 , estimation 1). We find a positive and significant coefficient of the interaction term between the knowledge index and the EU15 dummy; yet the overall effect is not positive. 5 We also find no statistically different effect 5 Please note that the coefficients of interaction terms need to be interpreted in relation to the respective coefficient of the control group. Both constitute the overall effect of the respective parameter. Standard errors in parentheses, ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1 from the base category for entries in the post-EU accession period of the respective home country (see Table 3 , estimation 2). Even when looking only at entries into EU15 countries after EU accession, we find a positive coefficient of the interaction term, but the overall effect remains negative. From these estimation results we can identify heterogeneity in firms' valuation of knowledge-related resources depending upon locations in EU10 versus EU15 locations. However, so far we cannot conclude that firms' location choice in EU15 countries or in the post-EU accession period is driven by knowledge-seeking. Yet we find for the other explanatory variables that the EU integration process altered the relative valuation of location factors. For example, the importance of market size is higher for locations in EU15 and entries in the post-EU accession period (see Table 3 , estimations 1-3), whereas the importance of market growth potential is reduced (see Table 3 , estimations 1 and 3). We also find for entries in the EU15 and post-EU accession entries that countries with higher average unemployment rates are less attractive, and that Standard errors in parentheses, ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1 Note: *In the EU 15 vs. EU10 estimations in interaction term the dummy equals 1, if the foreign affiliate is located in EU15 countries and 0 otherwise. In the post vs. pre-EU accession estimations in the interaction terms the dummy equals 1 if the foreign affiliate was created after EU accession of the home country and 0 otherwise.
the effect of the level of corporate income taxation has a negative effect on the location probability (see Table 3 , estimation 3).
Industry-Specific Effects
We also investigate industry-specific differences in the relevance of knowledge-related variables in location choice by firms from CEECs. The effect of knowledge-related endowments is not statistically different between parent firms in the service sector compared to those in manufacturing (see Table 4 , estimation 1). We find negative effects of knowledge-related endowments to be larger in the case of foreign affiliates in services compared to manufacturing affiliates (see Table 4 , estimation 2). We find the negative effects of knowledge-related endowments are reduced in the case of technology-intensive investment projects, although the overall effect is still negative (see Table 4 , estimation 3). Repeating these estimations using only the sub-sample of entries into the EU15, we find the overall effect for the knowledge index turns significantly positive, which indicates that firms from CEECs are attracted by knowledge endowments Standard errors in parentheses, ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1 when the investment takes place in technologically intensive manufacturing and services sectors within the EU15.
Firm-Specific Effects
Finally, we consider the effect of firm heterogeneity. The negative effect of the knowledge index is more pronounced when the parent firm is fully domestically owned ('direct OFDI'; see Table 5 , estimation 1). Its size is reduced but still negative for foreign affiliates in which parents hold the majority equity stake (see Table 5 , estimation 2). The latter also applies to entries by larger parent firms (see Table 5 , estimation 3). When we repeat these three estimations using only the sub-sample of entries into the EU15, we find the statistical difference in the coefficients of the knowledge index between direct vs. indirect OFDI, as well as majority vs. minority owned foreign affiliate, is no longer significant. Yet we find a positive overall effect of the knowledge index when the investment is undertaken by larger parent firms. This indicates that larger investors from CEECs are attracted by knowledge-related endowments when locating in EU15 Standard errors in parentheses, ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1 countries. However, we find no evidence that host country technology plays a positive role for direct OFDI, which would limit the effect on domestic technological accumulation through OFDI.
Robustness Checks
The results obtained from the conditional logit estimation (CLM) hold under the IIA assumption that the error terms are independently and identically distributed across alternatives. This implies that for any two alternatives in the choice set, the ratio of probabilities is independent of the attributes or existence of all other alternatives. In our case it is likely that there is a correlation for unobserved reasons (such as institutional factors) between alternative host countries in the EU10 group and the EU15 group of host countries, respectively. In this case a nested logit model is an appropriate estimation approach (Train, 2003) . Therefore, we estimate a nested logit model for our baseline specification. We use nests that correspond to all foreign affiliates located in EU10 vs. EU15 countries, since these countries could share unobserved factors (such as institutions) within but not across the groups. The corresponding estimation results show that the signs of all coefficients do not differ from the results obtained using the CLM (see Appendix Table A2 ). The LR test indicates we should reject the null hypothesis that all of the log-sum coefficients are 1 (p = 0.0004) and hence should use a nested rather than a standard logit. However, our model is not random utility maximum likelihood-consistent since the dissimilarity parameters are not bounded by 0 and 1, which may lead to misspecification (Heiss, 2002) .
Therefore, we turn to a mixed logit model (MLM) that allows random taste variation, unrestricted substitution patterns and correlation in unobserved factors over time. The MLM is highly flexible and can approximate any random utility model (McFadden and Train, 2000) . It also adds in terms of explanatory power, since we can estimate two sets of parameters: first, the parameters that also enter the logit formula -these parameters have a density; second, the set of parameters that describes this density.
We run three mixed logit estimations: the first on the full sample, the second on the sub-sample of EU15 locations and the third on the sub-sample of all entries in the post-EU accession period (see Annex Table A3 ). The mixed logit results for the full sample indicate that the estimated mean of the parameters do not differ in terms of the sign nor much in terms of magnitude compared to the results obtained for the corresponding CLM estimation (see column 1, Table A3 ). The results show also large and significant standard deviation of the knowledge index, which signals considerable heterogeneity within the full sample. If we repeat this estimation in the sub-sample of EU15 locations, we find a positive and significant coefficient for the knowledge index (see column 3, Table A3 ). The fact that the corresponding standard deviation is not significant indicates that this applies fairly homogenously across foreign affiliates that locate in EU15 countries. As in the case of the CLM, we find a negative mean of the effect of the knowledge index of foreign entries in the post-accession period (see column 3, Table A3 ). Thus, we can conclude from the MLM results that the relevance of knowledge-related location factors for OFDI by firms from CEECs is subject to considerable heterogeneity. In general, so far it has been not decisive for location choice across EU27 countries for firms from CEECs. Nor did knowledge-seeking gain importance for entries in the post-EU accession period. Yet knowledge-related factors positively affect entries within the EU15.
V. Discussion, Implications and Limitations
Our descriptive evidence indicated that firms from CEECs redirected their OFDI from other CEECs that dominated as investment destinations in the period from 1996-2003 to EU15 countries after EU accession. This trend supports the assumption by Kalotay (2004) that EU accession would prompt an increase of OFDI from CEECs, since firms would attempt to strengthen their competitive position with a local presence around the single economic area.
In line with prior evidence, we find that market-seeking constitutes the dominant investment motive for OFDI from CEECs. However, with EU accession the focus changed from other -often neighbouring -CEEC countries Jaklič, 2003, 2006; Sass and Kalotay, 2010) to EU15 markets. We can show that with EU accession and for locations in the EU15, the importance of market size increased significantly. At the same time the growth potential of foreign markets became less important, since EU15 economies grow on average at a slower pace compared to EU10 economies. The results demonstrate that a larger market size attracts in particular 'direct' OFDI and smaller investors from CEECs.
Earlier research found that efficiency-seeking did not play a considerable role for OFDI from CEECs (Varblane et al., 2001; Andreff, 2002; Sass and Kalotay, 2010 ). Yet our results suggest that labour cost advantages between home and host country affected location probability across EU27 countries positively, despite a degree of heterogeneity of this effect. In general, investors from CEECs are sensitive to labour costs. However, our investigation indicates that investors attribute less importance to labour cost advantages and labour supply in the post-EU accession period.
In the context of efficiency-seeking, prior research pointed at the relevance of tax optimization strategies as a motivation for OFDI from CEECs (Antalóczy and Eltetö, 2002; Radlo and Sass, 2012) . Our results indicate that locations in EU15 countries as well as entries in the post-accession period are negatively related to the level of top statutory taxation of corporate income, although mixed logit results seem to indicate considerable heterogeneity of this effect. Having in mind the limitation of using statutory corporate taxation rates as a measure for taxation, the evidence obtained in our analysis seems to support earlier findings: that is, a portion of investors from CEECs use OFDI to optimize corporate taxation.
However, the main contribution of our analysis lies in investigation of the question of whether EU integration led to an increasing importance of knowledge-seeking as a motivation for OFDI by investors from CEECs. Our results indicate that location choice is not associated with knowledge-related endowment factors when considering the choice set of EU27 countries during the full observation period. However, we can show that there exists considerable heterogeneity in the valuation of foreign knowledge-related assets among the group of investors from CEECs. The evidence robustly demonstrates that location probability within the EU15 countries is positively associated with knowledge-related assets. We can show that knowledge-related assets affect the location choice of investment projects in technology-intensive industries and services. Furthermore, the evidence indicates that, in particular, large firms from CEECs attribute a larger importance to foreign knowledge resources within EU15 countries. This result could be interpreted as evidence that EU integration has now reached a stage at which firms from CEECs use OFDI for capability-building through leveraging knowledge resources not available at home locations. This would parallel a process observed in research on the foreign expansion of East Asian firms' locations (Mathews, 2002; Child and Rodrigues, 2005; Luo and Tung, 2007; Lessard and Lucea, 2009; Luo and Rui, 2009; Li, 2010; Kedia et al., 2012) and would support the argument that it is possible to upgrade owner-specific assets without the traditional ownership-location advantages in the home country, by technological asset augmentation through internationalization (Cantwell, 1989 (Cantwell, , 1995 Narula, 2012) .
In particular, there is no evidence that technology-seeking is especially relevant for 'direct' OFDI, i.e. domestic-owned parent firms, from CEECs. This does suggest that OFDI does not yet form a complementary strategy for technological upgrading as observed in other emerging economies. We need to place our findings in the context of prior research arguing that OFDI from transition countries is unrelated to the stage of technological development of the home country (Andreff, 2002) and that innovation does not constitute a dominant source of firm-specific advantage underlying the internationalization process of firms from CEECs (Antalóczy et al., 2014) . Thus knowledge-seeking OFDI is still a new and rare phenomenon for firms from CEECs, which has been supported by EU integration but grows at a much slower pace in comparison to other (particularly larger) emerging economies. Two interrelated factors might constrain this path to technological upgrading in CEECs: first, their peripheral position in a European production and innovation network; second, the lagging performance of domestic innovation systems in the majority of CEECs.
Finally, it should be noted that our analysis overcomes some of the limitations of prior empirical research by exploiting a data set that covers a large set of CEECs over a long period of time and allows for the consideration of industry and firmspecific effects. However, our approach suffers from at least two limitations. First, the investigation of knowledge-seeking motives could be enhanced by shifting the level of analysis from host countries to sub-national regions to capture spatially bounded externalities that form an important part of foreign location strategies (Cantwell 1989 (Cantwell , 1995 . Second, the adopted estimation approaches cannot elegantly accommodate home country-specific effects -given that there is significant heterogeneity among CEECs in terms of technological capabilities (Radosevič, 1999 (Radosevič, , 2004 , this might be a crucial factor that explains heterogeneity in terms of knowledgeseeking OFDI from the region. Standard errors in parentheses ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1 Standard errors in parentheses,***p < 0.001, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
